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To the Editor: 



Prof. David Wrone took vigorous exception to Ralph E. Lukefs deeply 
flawed review of Gerald Posner’s Killing the Dream : James Earl Ray and 
the Assassination of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. His letter to you pointed to 
some of the evidence indicating that Ray did not shoot King, and that there 
was a conspiracy. Luker's reply ignores this evidence and resorts to ad 
hominem attacks. He likens Wrone and "conspiracy theorists" to those who 
deny the Holocaust. This is an outrageous and reckless charge. 

It is offensive not only to Prof. Wrone and "conspiracy theorists" but the 
majority of Americans who believe a conspiracy killed Kang, and African 
Americans almost universally think there was a conspiracy. In 1979 a 
congressional committee found that there was a very high probability that 
conspirators killed King. Are they all to be dismissed as wretched 
"Holocaust deniers"? 

Luker says that it "is worse than misleading" to claim, as Wrone did, that 
"Ray was exonerated in a 1974 trial." He wants to know why, then, "he 
remainfed] in prison until his death?" This sounds logical but actually 
betrays an unawareness of the history of the Ray case that is especially 
dismaying when found to inhere in the mind of a reviewer of a book on the 
subject. 

In 1974 a federal court held a two- week evidentiary hearing, which is a 
kind of trial. I represented Ray. The evidence presented was subject to cross- 
examination, and in the view of Prof. Wrone and others, so clearly showed 
that the crime could not have been committed by Ray that he was, in effect, 
exonerated. But the trial judge saw the central issue as being whether Ray's 
1969 guilty plea was voluntary, thus evidence bearing on guilt or evincing a 
conspiracy was irrelevant. That is why Ray remained in prison all his life 
despite evidence that the shot which killed Dr. King was not fired from the 
alleged murder weapon; nor from the bathroom window by Ray (or anyone 
else). 

The root problem with Luker’s review is that Posner’s book affords no 
basis for a reviewer not intimately familiar with the case to evaluate whether 
Ray was a conspirator, a patsy, or a lone assassin. Regardless of where one 
stands on these issues, a serious book on the subject would necessarily have 
to discuss at length Ray's 1974 evidentiary hearing. It was, after all, the only 
time in the three-decades history of the case that evidence was tested by 
cross-examination. As Posner did not do this, it is not surprising that Luker 
would be insufficiently versed in it to be able to critically evaluate his book. 

Luker praises Killing the Dream as an "exceptionally careful, fully 
documented . . . study" of the King assassination. Even a quick glance at 
Posner's sources shows that this claim is risible. Posner repeatedly cites 
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"MURKIN" as his source. But the MURKIN files are gargantuan. It’s as if a 
Shakespearean scholar writing a controversial thesis about the bard had been 
praised for his careful and fully documented scholarship when his footnotes 
repeatedly referred to "the Complete Works of William Shakespeare" as his 
source. Posner's lack of proper source citation undermines his claim, such as 
it is, to be taken seriously as a historian. 

Finally, I note Luker's assertion that "Wrone, Weisberg and the 
conspiracy theorists have yet to offer any evidence that government agencies 
conspired to assassinate [Dr.] King" (his emphasis). Since neither Weisberg 
nor Wrone has ever made such a claim, this is a straw man and a vile canard. 



James H. Lesar 

WacViinotnn H f ' 1 
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